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trip participants to an airport near the
trip site. According to OAG, the most
that DFG spent to use its aircraft to
transport pack trip participants was
approximately $2,000 in 1987. Sections
743-744 of the State Administrative
Manual list specific conditions under
which DFG may use its aircraft, such as
if commercial flights to the area cannot
meet DFG's scheduling needs and if the
trip is longer than two hours by car.
OAG determined that DFG's use of its
aircraft did not violate the State Administrative Manual. In 1989, for example,
OAG found that no scheduled flight met
DFG's needs, and the trip was more than
five hours by car.
OAG also investigated whether FGC
commissioners' participation in the pack
trips violated the Bagley-Keene Open
Meeting Act (Government Code § 11120
et seq.). As a multimember state body,
FGC is subject to the Open Meeting Act,
and is required to conduct its proceedings openly so that the public may
remain informed.
OAG requested a Legislative Counsel's opinion to determine whether the
pack trips violated the Open Meeting
Act. The Legislative Counsel identified
two possible conditions under which the
pack trip would violate this law. First, if
participants discuss problems affecting
management of fish and wildlife and
three or more commissioners participate
in those discussions, they have held a
Commission meeting subject to the provisions of the Open Meeting Act. Second, if only two commissioners on the
pack trip participate in discussions relating to the management of fish and
wildlife, and if FGC has expressly delegated its authority to these two commissioners to act as a committee or appointed them to an advisory committee by
formal action, the two commissioners
may constitute a state body under the
Open Meeting Act.
OAG determined that neither of the
conditions identified by the Legislative
Counsel applied to past FGC pack trips,
since no more than two commissioners
attended each trip, and only in 1989 did
two attend. Following a review of FGC's
1989 minutes, OAG determined that
FGC did not delegate authority to act for
FGC to the two commissioners who
went on the pack trip.
OAG further reported that no commissioner admitted receiving a gift of a
subsidized hunting or fishing trip on the
statements of economic interest filed
annually by each commissioner since
1985.
Finally, after reviewing FGC and
DFG records, OAG concluded that no
personal and confidential information
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was released to unauthorized individuals.
Report No. P-660 (August 1990)
reviews the Department of General Services' (Department) implementation of a
statewide property inventory (SPI) of all
real property held by the state, as
required by Government Code §
11011.15 (Chapter 907, Statutes of
1986). According to the report, the
Department did not implement the SPI
by January 1, 1989, the deadline for
required implementation. Further, as of
July 31, 1990, the Department had still
not yet fully implemented the SPI.
Because the Department has not yet
fully implemented the SPI, the state cannot ensure that it is fully utilizing its
properties and that it is effectively transferring, leasing, and disposing of surplus
properties and properties with no identified current or projected use. Also, the
delays result in a continuing violation of
Government Code § 11011.15.
Although the SPI is still being
reviewed and verified and cannot be
expected to be complete and accurate,
OAG found certain deficiencies that the
Department should correct as it fully
implements the SPI, such as the failure
of certain state agencies to report properties to the Department.
Report No. C-972 (August 1990). In
1977, the legislature adopted a Capitol
Area Plan (CAP) to coordinate the
development and use of state facilities in
metropolitan Sacramento. The Office of
Project Development and Management
(OPDM), in response to the 1977 CAP,
published the Sacramento Facilities
Plan, 1977-2000, which set forth policies, plans, and recommendations to fulfill the legislature's goals as expressed in
the CAP. This OAG report provides the
legislature with independently developed information related to the state's
policies and activities for planning and
development facilities and office space
as presented in Sacramento Facilities
Plan, Eighth Supplement: Implementation Issues, 1988.
The report makes specific findings
regarding the state's current policy
toward planning procedures, including
the following:
-There has not been effective leadership at a high level to ensure that the
Sacramento Facilities Plan is implemented;
-OPDM has limited resources to
maintain the plan and virtually no
authority to implement it. Control over
the capital acquisition process is dispersed and ill-defined;
-The procedures for obtaining authority and funding to build are complex,
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uncertain, and extremely time-consuming;
-Capital outlay funds have essentially
disappeared; and
-The ready availability of leasable
space, at reasonable rents, has reduced
the demand for construction by relieving
overcrowding pressures.
Although the report includes numerous recommendations regarding the
above concerns, its primary recommendation is that the state of Californiaincluding the new administration and the
legislature-must decide whether it still
wishes to implement the Capital Area
Plan and the Sacramento Facilities Plan.
If it does (or desires only minor modifications), a clear commitment to do so is
required.
Other Reports. Also during the past
few months, OAG has released the following reports: A Review of Personnel
PracticesAt the Military Department:
Some Practices For State Active Duty
Employees Need Improvement (Report
No. P-822.1. April 1990); A Review of
the Los Angeles Community College
District's Management of Construction
Projects (Report No. C-948, June 1990);
Statement of Securities Accountability of
the State Treasurer'sOffice (Report No.
F-903, June 1990); The Alameda-Contra
Costa Transit District: Seventh and
Final Quarterly Monitoring Report
(Report No. P-861.7, July 1990); and To
Adequately Manage and Protect Its
Assets, the Sweetwater Union High
School District Needs To Improve Its
Control Over Its Financial Operations
(Report No. F-962, July 1990).

COMMISSION ON
CALIFORNIA STATE
GOVERNMENT
ORGANIZATION AND
ECONOMY (LITTLE
HOOVER COMMISSION)
Executive Director:
Jeannine L. English
Chairperson:Nathan Shapell
(916) 445-2125
INTRODUCTION:
The Little Hoover Commission was
created by the legislature in 1961 and
became operational in the spring of
1962. (Government Code sections 8501
et seq.) Although considered to be within the executive branch of state government for budgetary purposes, the law
states that "the Commission shall not be
subject to the control or direction of any
officer or employee of the executive
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branch except in connection with the
appropriation of funds approved by the
Legislature." (Government Code section
8502.)
Statute provides that no more than
seven of the thirteen members of the
Commission may be from the same
political party. The Governor appoints
five citizen members, and the legislature
appoints four citizen members. The balance of the membership is comprised of
two Senators and two Assemblymembers.
This unique formulation enables the
Commission to be California's only truly
independent watchdog agency. However, in spite of its statutory independence,
the Commission remains a purely advisory entity only empowered to make recommendations.
The purpose and duties of the Commission are set forth in Government
Code section 8521. The Code states: "It
is the purpose of the Legislature in creating the Commission, to secure assistance
for the Governor and itself in promoting
economy, efficiency and improved service in the transaction of the public business in the various departments, agencies, and instrumentalities of the
executive branch of the state government, and in making the operation of all
state departments, agencies, and instrumentalities and all expenditures of public funds, more directly responsive to the
wishes of the people as expressed by
their elected representatives...."
The Commission seeks to achieve
these ends by conducting studies and
making recommendations as to the
adoption of methods and procedures to
reduce government expenditures, the
elimination of functional and service
duplication, the abolition of unnecessary
services, programs and functions, the
definition or redefinition of public officials' duties and responsibilities, and the
reorganization and or restructuring of
state entities and programs. The Commission holds hearings about once a
month on topics that come to its attention from citizens, legislators, and other
sources.
Recently, the Governor appointed
Arthur F. Gerdes and Angie L.
Papadakis as members of the Little
Hoover Commission.
MAJOR PROJECTS:
Recent Hearings. The Commission
conducted three public hearings during
the late spring and summer. On April 26,
the Commission held a hearing on various issues related to California's MediCal system, including the eligibility process, reimbursement for providers, and
pharmaceutical prices. Commission staff

anticipated completing its Medi-Cal
report in October.
On June 21, the Commission held a
hearing on California's method of
addressing its capital outlay needs and
its management of real property. Speakers included a senior economist from the
Legislative Analyst's Office and representatives from the state Treasurer's
Office, the Department of Finance, the
Department of General Services, the
Governor's Office of Planning and
Research, and private financial investment firms. The Commission expected
to complete its report on this topic in
November.
On August 30 and September 18, the
Commission held hearings on the topic
of elder care. The hearings focused on
issues surrounding residential care facilities and skilled nursing homes. Invited
speakers included representatives from
the California Advocates for Nursing
Home Reform, California Long-Term
Care Ombudsman Association, California Association of Health Facilities, California Association of Homes for the
Aging, the Attorney General's office, the
State Department of Health Services,
and the Department of Social Services.
Commission staff expected to complete
its report on elder care in November.

DEPARTMENT OF
CONSUMER AFFAIRS
Director:Michael Kelley
(916) 445-4465
Consumer Infoline: (800) 344-9940
Infoline for the Speech/Hearing
Impaired: (916) 322-1700
In addition to its functions relating to
its 38 boards, bureaus, and commissions,
the Department of Consumer Affairs
(DCA) is charged with carrying out the
Consumer Affairs Act of 1970. The
Department educates consumers, assists
them in complaint mediation, advocates
their interests before the legislature, and
represents them before the state's administrative agencies and courts.
MAJOR PROJECTS:
New DCA Board Proposed. On
September 12, the Assembly Committee
on Governmental Efficiency and Consumer Protection and the Senate Business and Professions Committee held a
joint interim hearing in San Jose to discuss the possible regulation of legal
technicians in California. Preprint AB 14
(Eastin), which addresses this issue, is
currently under study and contains several major provisions. For example,
existing prohibitions against the unau-

thorized practice of law would be
repealed. Instead, the bill would provide
that no person may advertise or otherwise hold himself/herself out to be an
attorney, or use a title that in any way
implies that he/she is an active member
of the State Bar; and no person may
appear, or advertise or hold himself/herself out as entitled to appear, on behalf of
another before any court or tribunal of
this state unless that person is authorized
to so appear pursuant to a rule adopted
by the court or tribunal or pursuant to
law. This bill would provide for new civil penalties for violations, and would
make related changes.
The bill would also establish the
Board of Legal Technicians within
DCA. The bill would require every person who practices as a legal technician to
be licensed or registered with the board
in the specific area of substantive law in
which he/she practices. Further, the
board would determine which areas
require licensure and which require registration. The bill would require various
disclosures by legal technicians, and
would provide for conciliation and arbitration of customer complaints. The bill
would also impose various fees for registration and licensure, which would support the licensing and enforcement activities of the board.
In the past, the State Bar has been
concerned about legal technicians-also
called independent paralegals-providing routine legal services to the public
without attorney supervision. However,
in 1988, the Bar's Public Protection
Committee unanimously recommended
that legal technicians be allowed to provide many legal services to the public
directly. The Committee's recommendation stemmed from its finding that there
is a vast unmet need for affordable legal
services. (See CRLR Vol. 8, No. 4 (Fall
1988) p. 123 and Vol. 8, No. 3 (Summer
1988) pp. 129-30 for background information.)
Another proponent of the legal technician regulation movement is HALT-An
Organization of Americans for Legal
Reform. In defense of its position,
HALT cites the inability of 80% of lowincome people and 130 million middleincome people to obtain help with civil
legal problems because they can't afford
an attorney. HALT believes that allowing nonlawyers to provide legal services
directly to the public would let consumers choose based on the expertise
they need and can afford.
At the September hearing, almost
every speaker agreed that the legal profession has failed to address a vast unmet
need for affordable legal services.
Assemblymember Eastin expects to for-
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